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The purpose of this paper is to/ define HETFIRE (the 
title of a report by the Higher Education Task Force on impjcovemen't 
and Reform in American Education) , and to identify and discuss the 
key elements contained in. HETFIRE. The taslc force was ' established in 
1972 to determine aM conceptualize the best thinking of ^the' higher 
education teacher education community cont:erning the reform of ^ 
Ajierican education. ' The report presented* the foiloifing three 
recofflmendations:^ (1) accelerated educational reform; (2) creation of 
personnel development centers; and (3) partnership" or shared 
responsibility in teacher education. The report suggested a number of 
significant issues r three of which are examined and challenged in 
this j^aper. This paper ^ates that the questions of the purposes 
which formal schooling should serve is completely ignored in HETFIRE; 
fience we continue to retain and support a conservative ^ 
subject-matter^ centered, alienatitfg form of education. Th$ paper also 
disagrees with HBTFIRE's suggestion that, university professors move 
into' the real» of pragmatic problem siplving in the schools. Instead 
of its confusing the roles of theoreticians and practitiohers, the 
paper suggests that the HETFIRE report should have urged the 
con t i nned - need and support for educational th^tJreticiains at all 
institutions preparing teachers. The paper'^so disagrees with 
HETFIRE 's^ advocacy of giving equal power to t^'achersc school 
administrators, community groups, representatives of industry, and 
interested lay people. (BD) ^ • ^ ^ 
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What is Hetfire? What are the key elements con.tained in Hetfire? What is 
t\\f likely import of these elements for Teacher Education? The purpose/ of this 
- paper is to provide responses to these questions. 

Let us begin by examining the acronym HETFIRE. This symbol refers to the 
title of the Report of the Higher Education Task Force on Improvemejit and Reform , 
in. American Education which was released late in 1973. Established! irf Janizary, 
1972* this Task Force consisted of twelve educators, ten administrators in higher 
education and two professors. They were commissioned by the United States Office 
of Education, but identified and appointed jointly by the USOE and the American 
Assbciation of Colleges for Teacher Education. The purpose of the Task Force was 
to determine and conceptualize the best thinking of the higher education teacher 
education community concerning the reform of American education^ In their report, 
however^ they revealed a reluctance to proclaim themselves the voice of higher 
education. Instead, they chose to report their viev/s as their coll ecttve' opinions, 
based upon a consensuaj coirtnitment to cultural pluralism and local autonoiny. With 
the hope that such a venture would provoke others to analyze andi assess thp^qual- 
ity of their thinking. What were the significant elements contained in their rNe- 
port? 

There were three: 1. accelerated educational reform, 2. personnel develop- 
ment centers, and 3. partnership in teacher educatioji. Let me briefly describe 
each of these elements. The need to reform Amertcan^clucation i^ a theme which 
permeates the report. Commencing with a solid Darwinian asserti|)n that "this is 

a time of survival of the fittest/'^ the report vaguely touches on the sources 

»■ 

^ ^Denemark, George W. and Yff, Joosts Qb3 igation For Reform a The Final Report of 
C) the Higher Education Task Force on Improvement and Reform in American Education, 

>C Washington^ D.C.: Arperi^n Association of College?, for Teacher Education^ January, 
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of these demands for re fom. It distinguishes between '"repair," "revolution" and 
"accelerated reform," It-rejects "repair" ,.,as simply useless tinkering, and "re- 

'volution" because "it contradicts all that is known to be good about one of the 
most highly developed and effective education systems in the world. ^ It empha- . 
sizes "accelerated reform," which is characterized as a "reasoned and rational ap- 
proach to inprovement."^ 

Personnel development center represents a construct developed and employed 
by the Task Force to facilitate the achievement of accelerated reform. A Center, 
tBe task Force stresses, is "not to be construed as a new pi ace ,^ but as a new set 
of interrelationships among people that would operate in an' existing or combina- 
tion of existing loc^tions."^ (emphasis mine) That Is to say, a variety of peo- 
pie concerned with the quality of teacher preparation, and the reform of American- 
education would be engaged in the Center. These people would form new "symbiotic ^ 
icelationship's" vi/ith one another. , ' % ' - 

Out of these relationships would emerge ther third basic element of the pro- 

^posal , shared responsibility, a partnership, in teactle'r education j Here the Jasfcl 
Force has chosen to adopt ^ value position in which they assert the need to change 

wthe relationships between institutions of higher education engaged in preparing 
teachers, gind a variety of other public, groups and agencies. Power to make deci- 
sions5 to develop and to ^implement programs'of teacher .^ducati on, would be trans- 
ferred from existing structures to institutions operated on a collaborative basis. 
HETFIRE, then, is a report, commissioned by an agency of the federal 



^ Ibid ., p. 2. 

^Ibid. , p. 3. ^ ' 

^his construct is very similar to the '*The Training Complex," chapter 8, in 
Teachers For The . Real World by B. Othanel Smith, et. al. , Washington, D,C-: 

American Association of Colleges for Teachar Education^ December, 1968. 

^ - . 

^Denemark, op. cit .> p,' 39. 
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government CusOE), which. strongly reconmencls that three changes be iriade in teach- 
er education isv order to reform American education - reform should be accelerated, 
personnel daveiSpment centers should be^established and decision-making responsi- 
bilities should be shared. X '.'■■''! ' / 

There are many attributes of this report which deserve vigorous examination. 
I shaJ-1 confine inyse If to three: educational purpose (value), theory and prac- 
tice,, and institutional autonomy. , . ^ ■ 

Educl^onal Purpose CValuej „ • . 

^ What stands out most 'clearly about this report is the faith which the members 
of the Task Force continue to have that ^ny problems in formal schooling can be ; 
solved aneP any refoKOT effected ff^ only we recognize and create new entities, e:g., 
a new organizational system like a Personnel Development Center; or if we place, 
immediate control of teacher education in the hands of the local community, e.g. , 
by emphasizing "shared responsibility;" or if the methodological system to be em- 
ployed would be based upon the tenets of performance based teacher education »' a 
management-oriented, didactic, conservative, extrinsically controlled, essentialis- 
tic approach to classroom teaching. . ^ ' 

Both the proposed organizati final system and the methbdoTogical system stress 
the employment of systems analysis with its input -output cybernetic feedback ar- 
rangements, quality- controls and efficiency aims. Presumably the McNamara con- 
ception of a Program-Planning-Budgeting System for assessing t;he- cost-effectiveness 
of programs would be employed to evaluate both the organizational and the methodo-' 
logical aspects ofjthis scheme. Both frameworks,, organization and' methodology / per* 
ceive the sttident lis a product to be molded and shaped from without via formal 
schooling. Both spress those values^ and attitudes mdst closely allied with our in- 
dustrial system- B6th reveal the accurcicy of the contention of Michael B. Katz - 
wha concluded fronj his work that the^primary purpose of schools in American society 



has ali^ays been the trahsmisston of the doifrinant social and economic values. l 

Consequently, it is important to asV a strategic question - one which is der 
ceptively simple and yet one which must be asked about all efforts to induce 
change and reform in a rational and reasoned fashion.' The question is, what are 
the. purposes whijfh formal schooling should serve? .The question of purpose is ig- - 
nored completely in HETFIRE. One"ci^ only" concl ude that rather than^eing a rea- 
soned approach to achievement jof reform in' Anerican education, it, is an aimless, 
mindless fjnessing around and re-^ering of the elements contained=in the present 
situation.^ «r All at the expense of carefully delineated, commonly agreed upon ends. 

y ■ • ■ ^ . 

We have hid a history of such reform efforts 'in American education since the 

■ ' o • 

significant stu4y by Joseph ^M. Rice "in the late 19th cfentury.^ For the most part 
little or nothing has come of these efforts' because we did not come to any kind of 
agreement among ourseTves about the purposes which education ought to serve. 
Hence we' continue to retai^ and support a conservative, subject-matter centered, 
alienating form' of schooling throughout our country. 

The issue I am raising here is. one of the most important questions in American 
education today - the question of purposes (values) of education. HETFIRE does 
nothing to resolve this matter. - ■ 



Tfeory-Practice / 

The suggestion within HETFIRE that university professors, especially profes- 
sors of education, move into the realm of pragmatic problem solving in tfhe schools 

■ a 

■ * J . \ • 



'Katz, Michael B,, Class, Bureaucracy and Schools: The Illusion of Change In . ' 
American Education . New York: Praeger. 1971. '. 

r 

It is con-cei vable, of course, that the- piirposes of HETFIRE have been determihed by 
decision-making within "inner circles," and that HETFIRE constitutes an effort to 
persuade others, .to agree and support- An interesting analysis of this form of in- 
quiry and persuasion, can be found in ETHICS . Vol. LXII, No. 2, January, 1952, "Phi^ 
losophy and Action"" by Richard McKeonT, pp. 79-100. ^ ' ^ 

'Rice, Joseph M. , The Public S;:hool System of the United States . New York: Century 
Company, 1893. 



is very much like suggesting tlxat design engineers leave their work tables, move 
to the assembly line and commence dealiffg directly with the practical problems of 
tool usage and maintenance, product assembly an d^p reduction techniques. The op- 
erational procedures and management of educational programs is the job of class- 
room teachers, school administrators and supervisors, not of university processors. 

^ One can surmise that th.is problem may have emerged because of an imprecise 
use of the term "Education." Two meanings have been attached to it by a variety 
of thinkers: 1. a [fjractical connotation, which stresses the activity of teaching 
itself, e.g. , selection of subject matter, selection of methods and experiences^ 
facilitating human relations and evaluating the work of children in a formal learn- 

■ • ■ ■ i 

ing environment; and 2. reflectively thinking alwut education in general in which 

. » • TO 

m de(vel6p principles, t^beories and organized knowledge ^about "Education." 

By^-^onfusing the roles of theoreticians and practitioners, HETFI RE tends to 

advocate a dangerous path for American education to follow. When an individual 

becomes engaged in^identifying faults and creating remedies in school curricula^. 

methodology and organization, it tends to take all of one's time, energy and at- 

tention. . ' -t ■ 

HETFIRE's failure to recognize such outcomes, and what would happen if thos;e 
, professors engaged in research, theory development, and dissemination of thought 
relative to formal schooling were to be forced into different roles and made/to en- 
gage in the practical, classroom problems of institutional maintenance and manage- 
men t represents a most serirys problem. Sarratt emphasizes thi$ matter when he 
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^Arjpther reason could be tfie ubiquitous suggestion, especially prevalent among 
faculty in the liberal arts, that professors of education are primarily responsi- 
ble for the ladk of responsiveness 3f the schools to change. This is patent non- 
sense- Harry S. Broudy'puts this argument to rest in. The Real WorlH erf the Pub- 
lic Schools , .New York: Harcourt, Brace v]t)vanovich. Inc., 1972. This is a book 
which all teacher educators ought to examine thoroughly. 

-^Frankenai William K. Philosophy of Education , New York: Macmillan Co., 1965, p. 2. 



states: ' ( 

"I, speak fronr experience, for I left the untversity to go tnto a high school 

> 

and engage in -such front-line reform and improvement. The cultural shock' was 
severe. I realized, after the first few dc^s',.that most of n\y time had to be 
devoted to the daily problems of 'political negotiation with parents, faculty 
aftid students, not to mention finaacial auditors. I also reali'ied, on the 
other hand, my need for stimulation, from iny fonnei* colleagues In curriculum 
theory to broaden my vision, to look at alternative approaches, .... It 

t seems, however, that neither- one is going to be a theorist or a practitioner. 

% 11 
Occupying some middle position, ... just wtl] net work " 

• ^hile I recognize the ac^:uracy of HETFI RE 's position relative to some of the 
shortcomings in programs designed to prepare teachers^, I vigorously oppose its re- ' 
coinmendatidns tha^^^ jilf^f^ssors of education ought to abandon their work 

on theory and theory dissemination and devote their time, attention and energy to 
the practical realm of the classroom. 

The report would have been much more signifkant if it had urged the contin- 
ued need and support for educational theoreticians at all Institutions preparing 
teachers. Jt is not too much theory that the teachers in our schools today pd 
sess - rather, it is far too little. We have been, in far too many instances, 
satisfied with preparing^ teachers as technicians rather than as* thoughtful-, ends- 
means oriented, educators. Teaching i^ far too important to be left in such hands. 

• a/ 

I> am^very much afraid that if HETFIRE is implemented, however, this condition can 
^only-be exacerbated. ^ 

Institutional Autonomy " 

The literature has begun to reveal a strong emphasis on the need to entrust 
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' Sarratt,- Robert J. , "Curriculum Theory: Controversy, Challenge; and Future Con- 
cerns," in' Heightened Consciousness, Cultural Revolution, and Curriculum Theory 
by William Pinar, Editor, Berkeley, Calif.: McCutcha^ Publishing Corp., 1974, *p. 25 
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greater pow6r to teachers, school admin tstrators, various community groups, repre- 
sentatives of Industry and interested lay people in the regulation of American Ed- 
ucation, This emphasis has led to the emergence of what is coming to be called 
12 ' 

PARITY.^ The essential attribute of this concept is the delegation of the intel- 
lectual responsibilities of scholars to determine the ends and means within their 
chosen disciplines to indlvtfluals and groups who have had no formal preparation or 
experience in these disciplines. HETFIRE employs such pflrases^as "synergy of con- 
cerned individuals," "symbiotic relationship," "openness^ in partnership," "a peo- 
ple partnership," "equal relationships'," and "shared responsibility," to describe 

its intentions in this regard. I believe that dialogue, cons Qt-ta^ilS^^; discussion 

'% 

and reasoned debate with groups interested in teacher education would be one thing 
very important and very good, indeed - and something which perceptive, open-minded 
teacher educators have been doing for years. Allocating to therh the power to de- 
cide mattfers of scholarship and preparation by "eauaL vote," f^owever^ is something 
else, altogether., PARITY represents a direct attigKiy societal groups on the 
principle that a university is a comnfunity of scholars not in quest of jjower, but 

in quest of truth and the unrestricted right to seek clear understandings of the, 

- - ■ - ■ ' - ■ - ' ■ ••• , \'{ 

phenomena with which they are concerned. Acceptance of thjs concept in arty formj\^ 

is bound to reinstate system of intellectual tyranny which ultimately must ha\^e 
serious consequences for the freedom of university faculty to think, inquire- and 
teach. We must always remember that 1;he ultimate purpose of the university i^ to 
provide the intellectual, moral and aesthetic leadership without which a civiliza- 
tion would surely flounder. HETFIRE denies this with its stress on equivalent re- 
sponsibility through PARITY. This concept oug|it to be firmly resisted by all 

* • • = ■ ■ J— ■ 

"^McCgrty, Donald J. et. al., New Perspectives on Teacher Education , San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1973, see especially the final chapter for a treatment 
of the source of this concept, as well as some interesting revelations about the 
experience of the personnel in the U.S.O.E. 



thoughtful educators, professional organizations and others interested in the via-- 
Mlity of bur civilization. ' / 

' • ^ ■ ■ • - . , • / ■ 

Summary ' / 

. HETFIRE Is the title of a report submitted to the Ij/ited States Office of Edu- 
cation by a Higher Education Ta^k Force' on Improvement and Reform in Ameridan Edu- 
cation; It\ecommends th.at 1. reform be accelerated, 2^^ personnel^ development 
centers be created, and 3. responsibility be .shared as ways to improve teacher, 
education. The report suggested 'a number of significant issues, three of which 
were examined in this article: educational purpose (value) ^ theory-practice; and 
institutional autonon\/. , / , !/ 

• ^ ■ ■ 
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